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i:j the usuted states district court 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
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THE DEMOCRATIC NATIONAL COMMITTEE 
2600 Virginia Avenue, N. W. 
Washington, D.- C. 20037 ^ 

and «: I 

» 

4 

LAWRENCE F. O'BRIEN * '• 

• On behalf of himself ana 
those similarly situated, 

870 U. N. Plaza 

New York, New York 1001/ 

plaintiffs, 


v. 


JAMES W. McCORD 
7 Winder Court 
Rockville, Maryland 


20850 


W. 
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THE COMMITTEE FCR THE 
RE-ELECnOrJ ur mE PRESIDENT 
1701 Pennsylvania Avenue, N. 
Washington, D. C. 20006 

THE FINANCE COMMITTEE TO 
RE-ELECT THE PRESIDENT 
17 01 Pennsylvania Avenue, N. W. 
Washington, D. C. 20006 

MAURICE H. STANS 
c/o The Committee for the 
Re-Election of the President 
1701 Pennsylvania Avenue, N. W. 
Washington, D. C. 20006 

HUGH W. SLOAN, JR. 

7022 Alicent Court 
McLean, Virginia t 

• *G. GORDON LIDDY • -> 

9310 Ivanhoe Road 1 

Oxon Hill, Maryland ; 

E. HOWARD HUNT, JR. 

11120 River Road 
Potomac, Maryland 
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, 'J22 it. w. t-h Street 
• iJiaini, Florida. 33128 


'VIRGILIO R. GONZALES 
930 N. W. 23rd Avenue 
Miami, Florida 33125 

EUGENIO R. MARTINEZ 
4044 Meridian Avenue 
Miami, Florida 33140 

FRANK R. STURGIS 

2515 N. W. 122nd Street 

Miami, Florida 33167 

McCORD ASSOCIATES, INC. 

414 Hungerfora Drive 
Rockville, Maryland 20850 

and 

■JOHN DOE AND OTHER CONSPIRATORS, 

Defendants. 
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AMENDED COMPLAINT ' j 
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claims for injunctive relief and damages) 


THE PARTIES 
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.1, Plaintiff Democratic National Committee (hereinafter 
called "DNC") is an unincorporated association with its principal 
place of business in the District of Columbia. It has capacity 
under Rule 17 (b) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure to sue 
in its common name to enforce a right existing under the laws of 
the United States. • Its headquarters are located in a suite of 
offices in the Watergate Office Building. • 

'• 2. Plaintiff Lawrence F. O'Brien, at all times material 

herein and up to July 14, 1972, was Chairman of the DNC and, as 
such, occupied an office in the DNC's suite in the Watergate Offi 
Building and made and received telephone calls over a telephone 
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3. Dcicndar.t "The Conunittce for the Rc-Elcction of the 
!' president" (hereinafter called "CRP") is an unincorporated 
•t association with its principal place of business in the District 
! of Columbia. Pursuant to Rule 17(b) of the Federal Rules of 


AW Office* 
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li 

i 

i 

j- Civil Procedure it may be sued to enforce a right existing under 

j. the laws of the United States. 

\\ 

j; 4 , Defendant "The Finance Committee to Re-Elect the 

ii 

i; President" (hereinafter called "FCRP") is an unincorporated 

i; • 

association with its principal place of business in the District 

f' 

of Columbia. Pursuant to Rule 17(b) of the Federal Rules of 
ii •• • • 

Civil Procedure it may be sued to enforce a right existing under 
.’"the laws of the United States. Prior to April 7, 1972, FCRP 

9 

•; called itself "The Finance Committee for the Re-Election of the 

: President". FCRP, which is the financial arm of the campaign to 
% 

re-elect President Nixon, occupies offices in the same building 
as CRP ana acts as axsuursxng ayeuu to pay Inc; ^ . 

i ‘ _ 

5. Defendant Maurice H. Stans is and, at all times material 

• herein, has been Chairman of FCRP. 

• i 

,* 6. Defendant Hugh W. Sloan, or., at all times material 

/herein, was the Treasurer of FCRP. • . 

7 . Defendant G. Gordon Liddy, at all times material herein, 

t: : 

•: served as counsel to defendants CRP or FCRP. His transfer from 

;• CRP to FCRP occurred in March, 1972. 

• 

■; 8 . Defendant E. Howard Hunt, Jr., at all times material 

i; 

i; herein, was a consultant on the V. T hite House staff as well as an , 

\\ intelligence agent for CRP. ‘ 

•] 9 . Defendant James W. McCord, at all times material herein, 

• was the chief .security officer for CRP. 

10. Defendant McCord Associates, Inc., is a corporation 
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" u;. ! i i.’.o of the .St*ac of ‘Jaryland, with its 

;' principal place of business in Rockville, Maryland. At. all times 

.* rna t cr i a l herein, it was substantially owned and controlled by 

l» defendant McCord and was used by him in connection v/ith the 
* # 

services he rendered to defendant CRP. 

it 

11. Defendants Bernard L. Barker, Virgilio R. Gonzales, 

| EU5eni ° R ‘ Martine ^< Frank R. Sturgis, at all times material 
:: h er ein, were paid secret agents of CRP. 


•i 


* COUNT I 

(Claim under Anti-Bugging 
Statute — 18 U.S.C. § 2520) 


r '*cra 

CON.NOLir 

IfANO 

•j'lOlNO 

• o, c. aoooc 


12 . Jurisdiction of this Court is invoked pursuant to 28 

• U.S.C. S 1331 and 18 U.S.C. s 2520. The amount in controversy, 

.. exclusive of interest and costs, exceeds the sum of $10,,000. 

13. Plaintiffs DUG and O'Brien bring this claim on their . 

: OHn behalf and Plaintiff O'Brien brings this claim also as the 

representative of a class, to which he belongs, consisting of all 
■■ persons who, in the period from March 1, through June 17, 1972, 

;; enga9ed in speech within the premises of the DKC in the Watergate 
, Office Building or communicated by telephone with any person in 
: Sald P remiSGS • The class represented herein by plaintiff O'Brien 
iS SO nUnlcrous that joinder of all members is impractical and 
^ there are common questions of law and fact. The claim of 

*! plaintiff O'Brien is typical of the claims of the class, and ho 
WlU fairl y and adequately protect the interests of 'the class. ’ ‘ 
•! ln addition < since'the defendants have acted, as is hereinafter • 
alleged, in a manner generally applicable to the class, it is 
appropriate to render final injunctive relief with respect to 

as a whole. Moreover, the common questions of law and 
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facC predominate over quentionr, affecting individual members, 
thereby making a class action superior to other available methods 
for the fair and efficient adjudiciation of this count. 

14. (a) In or about March, 1972, the defendants embarked 

upon a conspiracy with each other .and with others whose names 


I; 

j; are as yet unknown to the plaintiffs to commit political espionac 

j! 

j' against the plaintiffs by various means and devices. 

ii • 

„ (b) It was part of the said conspiracy that substantia] 

r 

j: sums of money contributed to FCRP would not be accounted for in 

j: the books and records of FCRP or reported as required by law, 

♦ * 

S. that FCRP records referring to the said money would be destroyed, 
and that the said' money would be diverted into a separate fund 

r , 

to defray the costs of the planned political espionage. 

»* 

!•: (c) It was further part of the said conspiracy to 

j; 

\ organize a squad of operatives having political espionage 

\ 

• experience to operate under close control of trusted members of 
; the President's re-election team. 

. (d) It was further part of the said conspiracy that 

a 

the said political espionage squad would obtain entrance by any 

• available means, including unlawful entry and breaking in during 
the night, into premises of persons and organizations connected 

;• with the Democratic campaign for the presidency, and would purloi 
information therefrom by any available means, including theft and 
i, photographing of documents, and installation and monitoring of 

4 * * * " • 

wiretapping and eavesdropping devices, 
if 

j; 15. Pursuant'to the said conspiracy, on or about March, 197 

jj the defendants organized a political espionage squad under the 
"• overall command of defendants G. Gordon Liddy and E. Howard 
Hunt, Jr., the services of both of whom were diverted, for that 
purpose, from the White House staff to defendants CRP and/or FCRP 
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and under tlio sub-corona i.cl of duf/'ndant. «Ji; W. I'.cCoirci wlio v;as 
recruited for that purpose with the* aid of members of the V.’hite 

House staff. 

16. Further pursuant to the said conspiracy, on or about 


j| * 

l! April 11, 1972, defendants Stans and Sloan delivered todefendant 

)'! Liddy the sum of $114,000 of the unreported funds of FCRP, in the 

•I' form of checks, for the purpose of financing the activities of the 

'! espionage squad. The defendants arranged to have the said 

; ; 

;; $114,000 deposited, on April 20, 1972, to the account of defendant 
Bernard L. Barker in a bank in Miami, Florida. Cash withdrawn 

i 

t j , 

i; from the said account of defendant Barker was thereafter paid to 

i. 

the various members of the political espionage squad for their 

: activities hereinafter described. Defendants Stans and Sloan, 

( \ 

>i while falsely stating that the said $114,000 is accounted for in 
1 

the records of FCRP by inclusion in a cash item, of $350,000, have 
destroyed FCRP records as to the constituent parts of said $350,0( 
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17. Further pursuant to the said conspiracy, defendant CRP 
■ expended many thousands of dollars in the purchase of electronic 

equipment to be used in the wiretapping and eavesdropping acti- 
vities of the espionage squad, the said expenditures being borne 
i ; by defendant FCRP. 

• • • 

18. Further pursuant to the said conspiracy, the defendants 

• Barker, Gonzales, Martinez, and Sturgis, as well as other persons 
whose names are as yet unknown to the plaintiffs, were recruited 
'! as members of the political espionage squad. . 

. r . - .... .. , ' • 

jj 19. Further pursuant to the said conspiracy, the political 

T 

:• espionage squad effected a number of illegal entries into the 
premises of the DNC in the Watergate Office Building and other 
premises belonging to persons associated in the Democratic 
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* px-c*.-; i tK'»» : i-ii >.i S. yn ^txJ, in t.liu coun.i! oC jiui.il cntrii 

.1 

„ stole and photographed -documents and installed and serviced 

■’ earlier-installed wiretapping and eavesdropping devices. 

|i- 20. In the course of at least one such illegal entry int 

j; the premises of the DNC at the Watergate Office Building, prio 
«• * 

“ U 

to May 25, 1972, the defendants' political espionage squad sto 

j. 

J 

and photographed private documents of plaintiff O'Brien and 

« 

.j plaintiff DNC and also installed and serviced wiretapping devi 

tj 

•. upon telephones of plaintiff O'Brien and other persons in said 
premises and eavesdropping devices in said premises. 
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21. Further pursuant to the said conspiracy, during the 
night of May 26-27, 1972, the political espionage squad attemp 
to break into the headquarters of Senator George McGovern, the. 
candidate for the Democratic presidential nomination, for the 
purpose of installing wiretapping and eavesdropping devices an< 
stealing and photographing private papers. 

22. The defendants 1 political espionage squad, at a time 
prior to May 25, 1972, established an observation and listenin' 
post in premises at the Howard Johnson Motor Lodge, directly 
across the street from the Watergate Office Building, from 
which the windows of the DNC offices could be observed, and 
installed therein equipment for receiving and recording 
conversations picked up by the wiretapping and eavesdropping 
devices installed in the DNC offices. From the time of establ: 
ment of the said observation and listening post until the morn: 
of June 17, 1972,, the post was manned by one or more members oJ 
the political espionage squad during all regular business "hour; 
•and at all other times when lights in the DNC windows indicatec 
that there might be something to be overheard. During the saic 
period of time, the political espionage squad thus overheard 
and recorded many hundreds of private conversations of persons 
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h jLn the u:;c office.,.. 

jj 23. The political espionage squad members v/ho manned the 

!' listening post, and overheard the conversations as aforesaid 

• i 

i; prepared logs in which they entered the words and. substance of a3 

jt 

jj the conversations they overheard. • From time to time, defendants 
Liddy, Hunt and McCord, as commanding personnel of the political 

<. 

|‘ 

;• espionage squad, visited the listening past to check up on the 
jj squad's progress. Defendant McCord, during his visits to the 

ll 

{« listening post, read the logs of overheard conversations and, on 
a typewriter kept there for that purpose, prepared confidential 
memoranda on the contents of the logs. The said memoranda were 

i • 0 

j; then delivered to other persons, including others of the 

\l defendants. • * 

_ 24. In the early morning hours of June 17, 1972, the 

% * 

! political espionage squad broke into the DNC offices. Defendant: 

• i 

:• Liddy, Hunt, McCord, Barker, Gonzales, Martinez, and Sturgis 

• • 

: illegally entered the V7atergate Office Building for the purpose < 


i. servicing their earlier-installed wiretapping and eavesdropping 
.’ devices in the offices of the DNC, installing additional devices 
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and stealing and photographing private papers of the DNC and its 
personnel. They carried with them walkie-talkie equipment, 
operating on frequencies licensed to McCord by the Federal Commu¬ 
nications Commission for the use of the Republican National 
Committee. A similar walkie-talkie instrument was left with a 

i 

.member of the political espionage squad who stayed behind at the 
window of the Howard Johnson Motor Lodge listening post to act 
as look-out. The aforesaid seven defendants forced the door of 
the offices of the DNC and at least five of these defendants — 
McCord, Barker, Gonzales, Martinez, and Sturgis — entered the 
said offices, where they stole and photographed private 
documents, removed wiretapping and eavesdropping devices for 
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jjservicing and were preparing to install fresh devices. While 
jj they were thu$ engaged, their co-conspirator at the window of 

i« 

I;the listening post observed the arrival of the police and com- 

i! . 

jj mumcated that fact by walkie-talkie to the defendants in the 
'Watergate Office Building. Defendants Liddy and Hunt, thus 

* i 

l! 

..warned, managed to escape. The other five defendants were 

■i 

caught red-handed by the police and were arrested. Defendant 


|i 

ji Hunt, having escaped capture, made his way to the listening post 

; i # 

‘.i across the street,- from which he made or caused to be made tele- 


j.phone calls to arrange counsel and bond for the arrested members 
r of the espionage squad and to arrange for the immediate removal 
1 1 from the listening post of the squad's equipment and papers. 

f J 

25. The defendants, by their aforesaid acts, have inter- 

If 
1 1 

•’cepted, disclosed and otherwise used, in violation of 18 U.S.C. 

• SS 2510 et seq., wire and oral corrjaunications of the plaintiffs. 

26. As. a result of the said acts of the defendants, the 

i • » 

\ plaintiffs and the class have been damaged and are threatened 
with irreparable injury. 
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• • COUNT II 

’ v • 

* ' . 

• (Trespass) 

1 » • 

-...... .... ^ 

;j 27. Jurisdiction of this Court is invoked pursuant to D. C. 

i; Code § 11-501(4) (V. Supp. 1972). The amount in controversy, 

« 

exclusive of interest and costs, exceeds the sum of $50,000. 
i| 28. Plaintiff O'Brien brings this claim against those de- 

:;fendants^ described in paragraphs 5'through 12 hereof, 'on behalf 
•of himself and as representative of a class, to which he belongs, 
composed of all member*, and employees of the DNC as of June 17, 
1972. The class represented herein by plaintiff O'Brien is so 


< 






Ij numerous that joinder of all members is impractical, and the 

|! common questions of law and fact. Hig claim of plaintiff 0 

• •; is typical of the claims of the class, and he will fairly an 

.! . 

!; adequately protect the interests of the class. In addition, 

'i . 

j! common questions of law and fact predominate over questions 
> • 

i' affecting individual members, thereby making a class action 

J l 

i! superior to other available methods for the fair and efficie 
11 

adjudication of this count. 

!( 

! 29. Plaintiffs 'reallege paragraphs 5 through 11 and 14 

fl 

|j through 25 hereof to the same effect as if herein fully set 
.... it 

.! forth. • 

M % 

r 

;! 30. The plaintiffs, who were in exclusive possession c 

ij . 

‘ the promises of the DNC in the Watergate Office Building, di 

11 

ft , 

|i-authorize, approve or ratify the entries by the defendants : 
; said premises. 

J 

■ 31. In the course of their aforesaid entries,, the defc 

» . 

disrupted and/or removed and/or damaged property in the posj 

I • 

j of the plaintiffs, as a result whereof plaintiffs have suff< 
consequential damages. 


;; COUNT III 

i '• 

(Invasion of Privacy) 


!. 32. Jurisdiction of this Court is invoked pursuant to 

»i 

o ij Code § 11-501(4) (V. Supp. 1972). The amount in controversy 

j; • 

.[•.exclusive of interest and costs, exceeds the sum of $50,0.00 
ii 

it 33.. Plaintiff O’Brien brings th-is claim against those 

.j 

i i 

ji anfs, described in paragraphs 5 through 12 hereof, on bchal 

i: 

himself and as representative of a class, to which he belon 1 

law ornci* 
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ft x ^ IC c ^ a rcpro:;ent:ccl herein t>y plaintiff O * lir icn ±s no numerous 
! j that joinder of all members is impractical, and there are common 

if * 

ij questions of law and fact. The claim of plaintiff O'Brien is 

ii . • 

jj typical of .the claims of the class, and he will fairly and 

adequately protect the interests of the class. In addition, the 

j; common questions of law and fact predominates over questions 

I; 

|! affecting individual members, thereby making a class action 

|| superior to other available methods for the fair and efficient 

}• • . • 

• adjudication of this count. 

* • , 

i, 34. Plaintiffs reallege paragraphs 5 through 11 and 14 

|| through 24 hereof to the same effect as if herein fully set forth 
•■-j! 25. By their aforesaid entries into the premises of the 

• i 

• % 

DNC, by their wiretapping and eavesdropping, and by their theft 

i f 

and photographing of documents/ the defendnnts have violated and 

i* 

; ; intruded upon the plaintiffs 1 rights of privacy, all to the 

j. 

plaintiffs* great damage. \* • • 

* ?» 
r 

ti 

: WHEREFORE, the plaintiffs demand judgment' as follov;s: 

1. An order of the Court (a) enjoining the defendants, 
their agents and all persons privy to them from disseminating or 

i 

, otherwise using any information obtained by any of them through 
• interception of the plaintiffs' wire and/or oral communications, 

t« ' 

\ i 

or through the theft or the photographing of the plaintiffs' 

,• private papers; and (b) requiring the defendants, their agents ant 

ji 

i a11 persons privy to them to deliver to the plaintiffs (i) all 
jj logs, recordings and written transcriptions of any of the 
jI plaintiffs' said wire and/or oral communications, (ii) all of 
I; -the plaintiffs said private papers, as well as all photographs 
.. or copies thereof, (iii) all documents of any nature which refer, 
directly or indirectly, to any of said communications or private 
papers, or which were prepared, directly or indirectly, as a 
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result of the said interception of communications or the said 
theft or photographing of private papers. 

2. Judgment, with respect to Count I hereof, for compen¬ 
satory damages in an amount to be determined under the provisions 
of 18 U.S.C. § 2520, as well as punitive damages in the amount of 
$1,000,000.00, a reasonable attorney's fee, and costs. 

3. Judgment, with respect to Count II hereof, for compen¬ 
satory damages in the amount of $100,000.00, punitive damages in 
the amount of $1,000,000.00, and costs. 

4. Judgment, with respect to Count III hereof, for compen- 

\ 

satory damages in the amount of $100,000.00, punitive damages in 
the amount of $1,000,000.00, and costs. 

- 5. Such other and further relief as the Court may deem 
just. • 

WILLIAMS, CONNOLLY & CALIFANO 

■ ’ •.• bv a?*) 

‘EdWard Bennett Williams' 



... . .. .. 

"'Paul W. Conno'liy' 



__ ■• ' 7 f<J/' ~ 1 

^/Jd^oph A. Calirano ^ Jr. 



By. 


Harold Ungar * 
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. Alan Galbraith 
1000 Hill Building 
Washington, D. C. 
(202) 638-6565 


Attorneys for Plaintiff 
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IUIAMS, COr.NOLLY 
L CAUTAfiO 
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OF COUNSEL: 

MORRIS DEES, ESQ. 
Washington Building 
Montgomery, Alabama 


36104 
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